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a No analysis ia conducted u to whether. in liPt of the Tower's deteriorated condition and
l~ of structural integrity, the DTV installation project may increase the risk ofcoUapse
or 'failure oftbe Tower dwins an earthq~ storm or other adverse climatic eveat. Such'
a discussion iJ necessary and should focus on a ranae of possibilities from a sina10 acute
event ,such as t major earthq~. u well as the 10lli term chronic streue& of metal
fatigue. rust. corrosion. excessive weip on the Tower, and windload.

a The potential of an accident or electrical problem with the Tower to spark a fire in the
adjacent greenbelt should be evaluated and discussed.

o The OEm's coDClusory statement that "none ofthe proposed modifications to me Tower
would bo expected to chanp [the) exiItins noise condition" (OEm. at p. 3..36)"is
unsupported by ~ts or analysis in che DEIR because no measurement ofexistina noise
wu conducted and no evaluation of changes to winclflow through the Tower has been
conducted.

. .
o The DEm. incorrectly stJtes that "potential conflicts with the [City's] Master Plan are

considered by~n makers independently oftho enviromDental review process."
(OEIR at p. 3-33.) HoweVer, to the contrary, assessing whether I project will conflict
with the local Jeneral plan Of other adopted plaDS is a fbndainentaI pan ofthe CEQA
pr~oss. (See CEQA Gui~elines. Appoudix Ot Subd. (a). (z) [project will DOrmalIy have a
significant.tYect on the envir.onmem ifit wiD eonflict with adopted. enW'onmentaJ goals of
the community or interfere with emergency response or evacuation plans].) In this case.
the OTV Project conflicts with: .

a) Plaanins Cominisaion Resolution No. 11399 which stated that the expansion of
antennas or transinission f&ciliUes at the Tower would Iiot meet the applicable
standard that it ....net be detrimentll to the health, safetyJ convenience or
aeneral welfare of persons residina or working in the vicinity·" ~ and

b) The newly ad.opted Community Safety clement ofthe San Francisco General
Plan~ which provides that the City must "[a]sset5 the risks presented by '"
potentially hazardous structures and reduce thi riskl to the extent poSSIble."
(policY 2.5.) In additiOn, the same General Plan element requires the City to
"[a}ssure that new construetion meets current struetW'a1 and life safety
standards." (Policy 2.1.) The poUcies are desipec1 to further the objective of
"reduc[inaJ stNCtUral and non-structural hazards to life safety, minimize
property damage and resulting social. cultural and economic dislocations
resultins from future disasters." (Objective 2.) In that the OEIR faila to
analyze seismic and structural issues in any detail, it is impossible to even
determine the consistency of the Project with these'and other policies and
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objectives of the General Plan's "Community Safety element

o The DEIR's analysis ofROR is also flawed in several ways. For one thing, no analysis is '
made of the consequences ofoperatins main and auxiliary Drsc and DTV antennas. or
any combination ofthem, simultaneously. Sosne ofthe auxiliary antennas pnerate more
RF energy than the main antennas and are closer to sensitive ~eceptors.

o The om states that approximately 500.10 more energy may be"necessary to operate the
DTV antennas along with the existing transmitters 0,000-1.500 KVA in addition to 3,040
KVA currently used). (OEJR at p. 3-39.) AJ discussed above, two transformers will be
added. The OEIR also statea that people near a power line as:- in its "induction" zone
(i.e.• within .. £taction of. wavelength tram the source) and that controversy surrounds
rcporu ofthe adverse efFecu on humans from exposure to the electric and maanetic fields
present in homes &om power lines and appliaaces. (OElR. at p. 3.-4.) However, the OEIll
fails to analyze the adverse impacts, rela.ted to EMF amana other things. of~easin8 the
power use at the site by 50% and two new trIIlSformen with homes only 250 feet away. "

o The DEm's conclusion that the existinl interference with car alarms caused by AM and
FM signals is not expected to chailie fails to address interference with otJter electrOnic
equipment which is caused by the transmission oftelevision, radio and other data services
from the Tower. .

v. THE DEIR FAILS TO ANALYZE SIGNIFICANT AND ADVERSE
~TM lM.PACTS FROM THE PROJECT.

An EIR must analyze and discusa sipificant cumu!ative iJnpaCls ofthe project. (CEQA
Quiclelines"§ 15130; see also Pub. Res. Code § 21083(b).) Cumulative impacts aro~o or more
individual effects whi~ when vieWed topther, are considerable or which c01t1pOund or ~creue
other environmental impacts." (CEQA: Guidelines § 15355.) The individual cifec'ts~ be
changes resulting &om a sinp project or a number ofseparate projects. (CEQA Guidelines §
1535S(a).) The cumulative impacts analysis is vital in preventina impacts which are individually
minor but c:umulauvely considerable ftotn overwhelming the environment. An Em.J 5 cumulative
impacts analysis must address "the change in the environmeDt which results from the incremental
impact ofthe project when added to other closely related put. present•.and reasonably
foreseeable probable fUture proiects:' (CEQA Guidelines § 153550.) The cumulative impacts
analysis must jnclude reasonably anticipated future activities ofa projeet or usociated with a
project. (Discussion following CEQA. Guidelines § 15130.)

AJ, mentioned above, even ifthe structUral and seismic upgrades could be considered &

separate project. they would nevenheless need to be discussed and considered in this EIR as i
closely related past. present, or r~nably foreseeable probable future project.
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In addition. the DEIR. must assess whether individUal imp~ from this project which are
not found to be lisnitlcam alone may become si~cam when viewed iD conjunction with other
~stinl impacts. (See Kin. C9UDlY Farm Bweau y. City ofHaufp[d (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d
692. 718-21. [holdins that an EIR. must find cumulative impacts are siga.ificant when they make a
small contribution to an existina unacceptable envi~onmental condition}.) Tbus~ a proper analysis
would require that the OEIR start by quamiMna and evaluating the existing situation in the
vicinity of the Tower with respect lO seismic. struetural and windload issues, noise, visual
impacts. interference and other com:ems. Then the analysis mUlt adclress whether the Project will
add to any of these adverse situations even incrementally. Ifso, the DElR mUst deem the Project
to have a sianificant cumulative environmeDtal inipact. ~t.d, ofcourse, if the Project's
contribution to an impact ar~ chqes an acceptable situation into an unacceptable one, then a
significant cumulative impact must abo.be acknow!edaed.

The OEIR does not contain any analysis of cumulative impact5.· Thus. the OEIR must be
revised to add such an analysis regarding issues suCh as, without limitation. the following:

Q The DEIR must assess the current sWetural and 'seismic stability of~e Tower under
existina and projected weight and windload conditions. Ifthe intesrity oftho Tower is
insufficient ~OW, then any addition ofweisht·and windload &om the DTV antenna will
exacerbate thi. preexisting unacceptable si1uation and must be considered cumulatively
significant.

o The OEIR must likewise assess the current noise levels in the vicinity of the Tower caused
by~ through the Tower during a raDae ofconditions. Ifthese noise levels are
significant. then any measurable addition to these levels must be also considered

. signiflcBI1t.

o The DEIR stites that the simplicity and desip features ofthe Tower are cUrrently
"visuaJly compromised by the busy feel of the unclad oranp tnlIses. which form'tne
antenna's platform.. and the number ofcables suppol'tina the t~.. antennas. It (OEIR. at p.
3~27.) It also states that the proposed new set of'antennas would be noticeable ''upon
relatively close inspection. when in proximity to the Tower:' (DEIR alp. 3-28.) In that
the Tower's appearance is visually compromised now, the addition ofnew antennas. will
only increase the "busy feel" oftbe Tower, u viewed by the neighboring residents who
live in close proximity. Tbevisual impact must be coostdered cumulatively considerable.

o There is also an existing unaccePtable environmental situation regarding the Tower's
intetference with electronic equipment. As dlacussed above.. this interference occurs not
only with TV, radio and car alarms. but also with (:omputer and other equipment. To the
extent that the proposed DTV transmission would inerease the risk of such interference in
any way. this too must be considered a cumulative impact olm. Project.
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. .
VL TBE DIIR IMPIlOPERLY CONCLUDES THAT NO MI'I1GAnON MEASURES

ARE REQUIRED.

In addilion to assessill8 the significant impacts ofa project, EIR$ must also set forth and
describe mitiption measures to eliminate or minimize those effects. (Pub: R.es. Code §.
21002.1(a)~ 21100(bX3)~ CEQA Guidelines § lS126(c).) Mitiption measures must be designed
to minimize. reduce.: recti~ aT compensate for the project's sianiftcant impacts. (CEQA .
Guidelines § 15370.) Indeed, this is one of the main fUnctions of an ElR.. (Pub. Re~. Code §
21002. 1(a).)

In this case, the DEIR's conclusion that no mitiption measures are required is
fundamentally flawed because. u explained above. (1) there are indeed signific::airt adverse impacts
from this Project: and (2) the DEIR lacks adequate analysis to determine whether there are othor
signifiC&llt adverse environmental effects. The DEm must be revised to progerly analyze
significant impacts and to then. set fonh and describe feasible mitigation measures for tbese
impacts. .

vn. TBI DEIR'S ANALYSIS 0' ALTERNATIVES VIOLATES CEQA BECAUSE n
FAD.S TO ANALYZE ANY- ALTERNA'mU WBJCB COULD OBTAIN THE
OBJECTIvES OF TIlt PROJECt, AS THOSE OBJECTIVES AJU:
CURRENTLY DEFINED. DESPITE THE EXISTENCE OF A FEASIBLE,
ENVlRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNA11VE F01\ DTV BROADCASTS.

CEQA requires that an Em. dellCribe tta rqe ofreasonable alternatives to the project ...
which could ~bly attain most ofthe buic objectives oftbe project but would.avoid or·
substantially lessen any oftbe significant effects ofthe projeQ',', and evaluate the comparative
merits of the aJtemativ~ (CEQA Guidelines § 15126(d).)

As discussed above., the DEIR's project objectives are too narrow because the
fundamental objective is currently defined to require loeatina the DTV antennas at SutroTower.
(DElR at pp. 2.1,6-3,6-1.) As. resuk, it is impossible for any alternative site to meet the
Project's fundamental objective. Such "outcome-forcing" manipulation of objectives in order to
diJfavor all alternatives to the proposed project is not tolerated by the courts. (See, e.g., CarmeJ~
~ supra. 9S F.3d at 90S; Kinas County, supra.. 221 Cal.App.3d 73S-37;~ Save the
Niobara., supra, 483 f. Supp. at 862.) A project applicant's privately held goals ClDnot control an
a8oncy's d~ision on the reasonable ranae ofaltematives~ reasonable alternatives must be
considered "even ifmey substantially impede the project or are more eaRly." (San BemardinQ
AuduboD, supra. ISS Cal.App.3d at 7S0.) thuS, the Projectts f\mdamental objectives must be
broadened to a more reasonable scope.. such as "To comply with the FCC·s DTV mandate" or
"To serve all ofSan Francisco with DTV."
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lflop and feasible.altemative sites Gilt, ignorina them violates CEQA's mandate that
projects not be approved if'alternatives may lessen or avoid impacts, (See Citiuns OfGolaa
.Y.Al1ey v. Bollrd ofSuperyilOD (1988) .187 Cal,App.3d 1167, \179-80 ("Goleta l")~ SIn
Bemarding va11lY Audubon Soc'y y. COUIiY of san Bemardinq (1984) IS5 Cal.App.Jd 738, 750~
see also LIW'e1lUiJbts Improvement AllOCjation v, Re_s ot:-'.alifomia (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376,
403..Q4.)

The San Bruno Mountain site is a feasible alternative location. (CEQA Guidelines §
1S126(d')(5)(BX2).) AJ the DEIR itself stat... wDTV sipals &om San Bnmo Mountain would be
able to serVe an orslII FruciS(lo.n (DEIll at p. 6-5.) The DEIR, however, obfuscates this fact
by making several i.nac:curate statements about the San Bnmo Mountain site. (Sec comments
submitted' by Watson CommuniCations Systems, Inc.) As a result. this site .canno~ be rejected
simply beQuse it·does 110t meet the overly narrow objective ollocating DTV at Sutro Tower,

Moreover, the San Bruno Mountain altemltive is environmentally superior. (CEQA .
Guidelines § I! 126(~)(S)(B)(1),} Because it is in a desiF.ated open space area, locating DTV
aatennas at San Bruno Mountain wC)u1d not have the sipiSc:mt impacts including seismic,
structural, noise. visual, RFR, interference IIDd other adverse ef!'ects which result from the
Tower'sclose proximity to reiidentialland uses IIDCi other sensitive receptors. It is not acceptable
to simply state. u the DEIll does. that "'[ijfan off-site alternative wuconstruetecl and'
implemented. impacu identified for the proposed. project at Suuo Tower would instead occur at
the alternative sit. location." (DEDlat p. 6-5.) This unsupported statement is ludicrous because
the nature and severity enviroGmenta1 impaetlllJ largely dependent on the setrina in which a
project is implemented. As a r~' once the Project's objectives are appropriately broadened to
allow for consideration ofalternative sites, the DEIll muat evaluate and compare the San Bruno .
Mountain alternative., relative to its own environmental ~ntext. in a maaingful way. (CEQA
Guidelines § 15126(d)(3).)

vm. THE D:lm MUST BE SUBSTANTIALLY REVISED AND IU:CIRCUUTED
FOR ADDmONAL PUBLIC COMMENT.

Where a lead apcy adds sianifi,cant new information to an EIR after public review and
prior to (mal ceniftcatioD. CEQA requites that the apncy issue a new notice and recirculate the
EIR to the public and public agencies for additional comment and consultation. (Pub, Res. Code
§ 21092.) The revised ~vironmemaJ doc:ument must be subjected to the same critical evaluation
that occurs in the draft staae. (Syner Sensible PJanniua. Inc, Yo Board gfSupcrvisQrs (1981) 122
Cal.App.Jd 813. 822,)

In light of the foregoing discussio~ there is subStantial new information concerning the
project, its environmental setting. impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives which mUSt be
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added to the DEIR in·order to make'it adequate undci CEQA. Once this information is added,
the revised DEDl must be recirculated to the public and public lIencies so that they are riot
denied "an opportUnity to t_ assess, and evaluate the data a'nd make an informed judgment u to
the validity ofthe conclusions to be drawn thereftom." (Suncr Sensible Planoi.. 122 '
Cal.App.3d at p. 822.)

In addition. recalculation is also necesaary because. dwinS the comment period for this
OEIR.. eertain tUn far the Sutro Tower site which were requested by my clients were appanmtly
missma from the City's 81e storqe and were therefore unavailable. (See Exhibit Bt 7129/97 letter
from Plannins Department.) The public must have ac:cess to backJrouDd materials so'that they
can fully comment on the DEIR during the public comment period.

The DEIR is uninformative. inadequate and uncertifiable in its present form.
Consequently, Twin Peaks Improvement Association' and the Midtown Terrace Homeowners
Association respect1Wly request that the City respond to their col11mOl1iSt .substantially revise the
SIUro Tower DTV DElll i.ccordinaJy, and recirculate the resultiDg,DEJJl for additional public
c:omment. as reqwrocl by CEQA. In additio~ please include this comment letter and' its .
attachments in the administrative record for the Project. Thank you for considering my clients1

concerns.

~~
R.eed W. Super

Encls: Exhibit-A
Exhibit B



Declaration of Yan. YaD Chew, S.E.
in Support of Comments

on Behalf of the City and COUDty of San Francisco
Regarding Preemption of State at Local Regulation of Broadcast Facilities

I, Yan Yan Chew, do declare:

1. I am a civil engineer employed by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. I

have worked for the Department of Building Inspeaion (formerly the Bureau of Building

Inspection in the Department of Public Works) for eleven years. I have been licensed as a

Structural Engineer by the State of California since 1978. I received a Master's degree in

civil engineering from the University of Pittsburgh and a Rachelorls degree in engineering

from Chung Young University, Taiwan.

2. I have worked in the Commercial Plan Checking Division of the Department of Building

Inspection for the 11 years I have been employed at the Department of Building

Inspection. My job uto review plans for building permits to ensure that modifications to

existing commercial structures comply with the requirements of the current San Francisco

Building Code (the "1995 Building Code"). The San Francisco Building Code is based on

the Uniform Building Code, 3$ adopted and amended by the State of California and the

City of San Francisco.

3. On May 13. 1997, Sutro Tower. Inc. (STJ) submitted a building permit application and

plans and specifications to structurally reinforce the existing tower. In support of this

permit application, sn filed two volumes of engineering analysis prepared,in February,

1995 by Kline Towers. These analyses included the project sponsor's calculations for wind

loading and earthquake loading.

Declaration of Yan Yan Chew
City & County of San Francisco
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4. The calculations provided by Kline Towers were insufficient because they were performed

to demonstrate compliance with the outdated seismic standards in the 1992 San Francisco

Building Code and wind requirements that are not applicable. As a result, on June 1, 1997

I requested further information from STI. A true and COrrect copy of my June 1, 1997 plan

review comments is attached hereto as Exhibit A. When I received the requested

information. I used it to evaluate the wind and seismic design of the proposed

modifications in accordance with the current code requirements.

5. I was orally informed by an 511 representative that sn plans to install a new beam to

support digital transmission antennas at some time in the future. The supplementary

documentation 511 provided indicated. that this beam. and the antennas together will weigh.

25,500 pounds (more than twelve tons). A true and correct copy of the documentation

indicating that the beam and antennas are expected to weigh a total of 25,500 pounds is

attached hereto u Exhibit B.

6. My review of the STI building permit application and plans, like my other application and

pLans, focused exclusively on determining whether the proposed modifications, as

described in the permit application and the corresponding plans, satisfied the current

Building Code. In this instance) my review coltc:entrated on ensuring that the proposed

modifications would. be able to current code requirements for winds and seismic shocks.

7. San Francisco uses the wind loading requirements established in Chapter 16, Division II of

the Uniform Building Code. The Uniform Building Code prescribes that all structures in

San Francisco must meet minimum wind loads of 70 miles per hour. The Code also

prescribes a formula that is used to derive more rigorous wind loading requirements for

Declaration of Yan Yan Chew
City & County of San Francisco
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individual strUctUres at particular locations. The formula includes variables to account for

the structure's shape, exposure, gust magnitude, location and function.

8. San Francisco current Building Code uses the seismic design requirements established in

Chapter 16, Division ill of the Uniform Building Code. The Code prescribes

requirements for inwvidwd structures based on the structure's height; fn.ming; location in

relation to active faults; soil type and function. The entire City and County of San

Francisco is located within "Zone 4" 'Which is the Uniform Building Code's designation

for the highest level of seismic risk.

9. Based on my review of the additional information provided by STI, 1concluded that the

proposed modifications to structurally reinforce the existing tower met the applicable San

Francisco Building Code requirements.

10. I approved the permit application on August 5, 1997.

11. It is my understanding that the work proposed punumt to application No. 9708664 is

now underway and is partially complete.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing i5 true and correct.

Executed on October 30. 1997

Declaration of Yan YaD Chew
City & County of San Franci.sco
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Declaration of Rgbert W, passmQre
in Support of Comments

on Behalf of the City and County of San Francisco
Regarding Preemption of State &: Local Regulation of Broadcast Facilities

I, Robert W. Passmore, do declare:

1. I have served as Zoning Administrator for the City and County of San Francisco

for 19 years. Before that, I served for 18 years in other positions within the San

Francisco Planning Department. As Zoning Administrator, I am responsible for

adm.inistering and enforcing the City's Planning Code.

2. In mid·December, 1995, I met with representatives of Sutro Tower, Inc. who

orally req,uestecl an opinion about whether planned modifications to Sutro Tower

would require an amendment to the Conditional Use Permit that was granted in

1966 to authorize the original construction the Tower.

3. Nothing in local law required. Sutro Tower to request an opinion from me about

whether the proposed modific:ations would require an amendment to Sutro

Tower's Conditional Use Permit. This was a voluntary request. LikewiJe, San

Francisco law does not require me to respond to NCb requests. 1agreed to issue a

written decision on tbe matter as a professional courtesy and to establish a clear

record for future City decisions. Sutro Tower~ Inc. did not tell me it had any

particular deadline by which a response from me was desired or needed.

~. When Smro Tower Inc.'s representatives solJlbt my opinion, no application for

any permit was pending before any City depanment. Neither the application for

environmental assessment flied nine months later in September, 1996 nor the

Declaration of Robert W. PU*EI1ore

City at County of San Fraoci$Co
Pace 1
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building pennit application rued seventeen months later in May, 1997 depended on

my response to the request for an opinion about Sutro Tower's Conditional Use

Permit.

5. On May 24, 1996, I issued a written opinion that the Condi.tional Use Permit

granted to Sutro Tower in 1966 did. not require reconsideration or amendment in

order to install digital transmission antennas on the Tower.

6. On July 12, 1996, I attended a meeting in the Mayor's office at which

representatives of Sutro Tower, Inc. briefed several department heads and other

City staff about plans for installing digital tnnsmission facilities on Sutro Tower.

Sutro Tower, Inc. distributed at that meeting a projected timeline for the project

entitled "Sutro Tower ATV Implementation Plan." A true and correct copy of the

Sutro Tower ATV Implementation Plan is attached as Exhibit A to this

declaration.

I declare Wlder penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on October 30, 1997

Exhibits:

A Sutro Tower ATV Implementation Plan

Declaration of Robert W. Passmore
City &: County of San Francisco

Page 2
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•
SUTRO TOWEll

An IMPI.JMFNI'ADON PLAN
July, 1996

July Comments on FCC ATV staDdards due 7111196.

July Briefing for City Department Heads scbedu1a1 for 1112196.

1uly Review ATV Plan with Television StatiollI. Meeting Scheduled for 7/17/96.

luly Letter to neighborhood maUqlist uting for iDput questions for BIR.

July STI~ Committee selects veDdor for ATV IDtenDI system.

August FCC adopts new RFR expoSUl'e standard.

August Reply corp"J~ on FCC ATV staDdards due 8/12196.

Aupst Pinal stl'UdUra1 report received.

August ATV Antenna system order placed.

September PCC issues NPRM OD cbanuel allocation.

September Bullc:linl permit application for tower structural reinforcement rued.

September PreJimiouy draft EIR. submitted for review.

October Receive comments on BIR & belin revisions.

November Submit revised BIR.

November FCC adopts ATV standard.

December RCviaed draft EIR approved. & published.

January

February

Conduct public bearlDs on EIR..

Submit draft response to public EIR comments.

EXHIBIT A :
TO THE DECLARATION OF ROBERT W. l?ASSMORB



March Revise and submit response to public EIR comments.

March FCC adopts cbannel allocation plan.

March Conduct public hcariDg on building permit. Certify Em. Adopt motion of
• intent to uphold buDding permit subject to conditions.

March Prepare and publish proposed conditions of buildJq permit approval.

April Stauoaa file Pee appllcatiODl for ATV COI18UUction permit.

April CoDduct 2ml public bearinI Oil baildina permit. Adopt coDditioDS of approval.
Upbold IssuaDce of buildiDa permi.t.

May Conduct p1blic hearinI on appeal of buikllDl pmmit.

June FCC issues ATV CODItNCtioD permita.

July Bullding permit issued.

July Tower suuctural reinforcement.

Aupst ATV antenna instaDatlon.

September Stauom begin ATV traosmitter iDstallatioa.

January ATV operation beams.

,



Dcdaation of Riebardl. Lee. M,p.H.• e.lH,. C.S,P,
in Support of Comments

on Behalf of the City and County of San Francisco
Regarding_ Preemption of State 8t Local Regula.tion of Broadcast Facilities

It Richard J. Lee, do declare:

1. I serve as a Senior Industrial Hygienist in the San Francisco Department of Public Health's

Bureau of Environmental Health Management. 1have work.ed for the Department of

Public Health for ten years. I received a Muter's degree in Public Health from the

University of California. at Berkeley in 1979. I have been certified by the Board of.
Certified Safety Professionals and the American Board of Industrial Hygiene.

2. I am the program manager for the Bureau of Environmental Health's Special Projects

prOlram. As program manalert I supervise staff who respond to hazardous material

incidents. In addition~ I am responsible for disaster planning, oil spill planning. and

responding to other hazards created by environmental toxins.

3. On several occasions over the past ten years, I have been involved in investigating concerns

that the residents of neipborhoods in proximity to Sutro Tower have experienced rates of

cancer higher than would be expected for the general population in San Francisco. In

connection with these and other concerns, I have performed field tests On several occasions

to measure levels of radiofrequency radiation in the Sutro Tower area.

4. I understand that levels of radiofrequency radiation generally dissipate from their source

accordiDS to the law of inverse squares. However~ in reviewing teehnica1literature about

radiofrequency radiation, I have also learned that it is possible for -hot spots" to occur in

particular locations .in respD115e to particular circumstances.
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5. On one oc.casion, 1recall finding a Cllhot spot- at ground level on a public street in the

vicinity of Sutro Tower. I measured levels of radiofrequency radiuion that exceeded. the

then-applicable ANSI standards in proximity to a metal street sign. This sign was located

at Farview Court. Based on my understanding that metal can concentrate radiofrequency

radiation emitted by nearby sources. I reported the incident to the Depanment of Public

Works and requemd that the metal street sign be replaced with another material. It is my

understandtinc that the Department of Public Works did replace the sip.

6. I do not recall the precise date on which I measured the hot spot at Farview Court.

Although I am reviewing my records, to date, I have not been able to find any written

documentation of these findings.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the forelOlna is true and coma.

Executed on October 29, 1997

Declaration of Richard J. Lee
City at County of San Francisco
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